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In the recent Kentucky case of Farris v. Farris' the intestate
wished to make a gift of a certificate of one hundred shares of stock
to his nephew. The certificate was in his safety deposit box and he
was suffering from a stroke of paralysis. He told his attorney, who
had possession of the key to the box, of his desire and evidently his
nephew, who also told the attorney. The attorney and the intestates
banker intended to deliver the certificate when so directed and it was
taken out of the box for that purpose, but through inadvertence
replaced, and the vault door locked with the time lock. They told
the intestate of this and then asked him if he wanted the bequest
inserted In his will. He nodded his head and then signed the will
and died about twenty-four hours later. The court held that there
was a completed gift inter vivs. Apparently the nephew could not
take under the will because of the widow's prior claim under an ante-
nuptial contract, which was greater than the value of all the securities.
The death of the donor was not made a condition of the completed gift,
so, even though it did occur immediately, this was not a gift causa
mortis.
In this case it is evident that two of the three requisites of a valid
gift,2 the intention of the donor to give and the acceptance of the donee,
were present. The third, delivery, is a matter of some doubt. That it
is necessary is well-settled law,3 but what constitutes it is not so well-
settled.4 In this case there is not just a simple delivery, but the court
holds that it is one involving two well-recognized exceptions, sym-
bolical delivery and delivery to a third person as agent or trustee for
the donee. When the conditions are so adverse to actual delivery as
to make a constructive or symbolical delivery as nearly perfect as the
circumstances will allow it is permissible.5 They were adverse in this
case, as the certificate was locked in the bank by a time lock. Delivery
to a third person as agent or trustee for the donee is sufficient.0 It has
also been held that a combination of the two, constructive delivery to a
third party, is proper.7
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The court was undoubtedly right as to what might constitute
delivery but there is some question as to its application to the facts in
this case. Although the key to the safety deposit box was not actually
delivered to the attorney for the purpose of this particular gift, it was
in his possession for the general purpose of doing what the donor
requested, and the donor did not ask for its return when informed
that the gift could not be immediately completed.
The chief difficulty comes in the holding that the donor constituted
the attorney and the banker agents or trustees for the donee and
thereby relinquished all control over the subject of the gift. The at-
torney and the banker were the agents of the donor and could not hold
the key in that capacity as there would have been no relinquishment of
control, which is essential.8 Possession in the capacity of the agent
Is not enough, even when the agent is also the donee.' It is character-
Istic of the position that the third person have a close relation to the
donee. He may be, for example, the donor's bank,10 banker," father,"
husband," or nephew." It is possible to have a valid gift, even when
,there is apparent ability to revoke it. In one case the donor did
attempt to revoke it and was not permitted to, because a trust had been
created."
There is a case" in which the third party was the donor's attorney
and gift was held incomplete, not because of that fact, but because the
circumstances showed no clear intention to make the gift at that time.
It would seem that the circumstances surrounding the making of the
gift are all-important. There is one class of case,17 that in which prop-
erty was given to the third party for delivery after the donor's death,
which, while not analogous to this, show what the courts consider in
determining that the third party holds as agent or trustee and that there
has been an irrevocable transfer. The fact that the third party Is a
trustee is usually made expressly clear by parol declaration"8 or writ-
ing." Subsequent acts of the donor are also evidence of his intention.
In the present case the words and acts of the donor are very few.
There was nothing directly constituting the attorney and the banker
trustees and the court did not find that there was. It merely stated
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that "in the light of all that occurred" it could not be doubted that it
was effected. The only thing that occurred after the donor learned
that the gift could not be immediately completed was that he nodded
his head when asked if he wanted the bequest in his will. Also, as
the court points out, he did not ask for the return of the key. He did
absolutely nothing to constitute the attorney and the banker trustees.
Some courts have declared that in cases of doubt the presumption is
that the third person takes as the trustee of the doneen but others
have reached the opposite conclusion." Such a presumption is not
relied on in this case. It is questionable whether or not the donor
ever had the intention that the attorney and the banker be trustees
for the donor. If he still wanted to complete the gift in his lifetime,
he probably thought that he could do it when it was possible to get
the certificate out of the bank. If he no longer had that idea, he
probably thought his will would take care of it.
It really seems that the court holds that a gift was made when
there was not a completed delivery. It is, in effect, saying that all
that is necessary for a gift inter vivos is a clear intention to make the
gift and, when delivery is impossible, some positive act in that direction.
Bsm~rr GmBET.
CRIMINAL NEGLIGENCE-A WORKABLE DEFINITION
Although the courts seem to be agreed that criminal negligence
must be something more than the negligence necessary to impose civil
liability for damages,' there is a great diversity of opinion as to what
are the essential ingredients necessary to constitute criminal neg-
ligence. In the final analysis, the question is one which is vague and
unsettled. It is our purpose in this note to attempt to derive a defini-
tion for criminal negligence which will be broad enough to be of use
in the solution of criminal cases.
In the civil field, we find the question of negligence virtually
settled. In Palsgraf v. Long Island R. CO.,2 the court said that "negli-
gence is the absence of care according to the circumstances." In Young
v. Srtate,3 we learn that "negligence is the failure to do what a man of
ordinary care and prudence would do under the same or like circum-
stances. "These definitions have been universally accepted, and courts
in civil cases have no difficulty in incorporating them into their instruc-
tions to the jury. However, since, as we have stated above, criminal
negligence must be something more than ordinary negligence, we can-
not successfully apply this accepted tort definition in criminal cases.
Uniformity of decisions in our courts is highly desirable. Because of
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